This article examines local emergency manager's beliefs regarding control over tasks during the various stages of the hazard cycle since federal policies went into effect following the September 11 attacks. The study considers whether a disparity exists between the actions of local officials during each phase of the "hazard cycle" and the policy expectations of the federal government which call for greater federal control over activities in emergency management and homeland security. To do so, hypothesis testing considers the jurisdiction's use of Comprehensive Emergency Management (CEM) practices, the perceived "clarity" of the federal policy demands, and if the local actors feel coerced to comply with federal policy demands so that grant funding is not 
Background
The September 11 attacks sparked massive changes not only in the psyche of the American populous, but also via the rapid development and implementation of federal homeland security policies that changed emergency management activities at all levels of government (Waugh 2007; Tierney 2005; Scavo et al. 2008) . In response to the attacks, these newly developed federal policy demands intended to standardize and centralize operational direction over emergency management functions at the federal level. In addition, the policies were considered to be disproportionately focused on homeland security activities instead of traditional activities related to risks in a community (Waugh 2006; Esinger 2004; McEntire 2004; Haddow 2005; Schneider 2005; Waugh and Sylves 2002; Birkland 2009 ). These policies were also developed with little-to-no input from those working in the field at that time (Birkland 2009 ). The policies represent a change of direction for federal actors in emergency management, moving from their previous role of supplementation or support, to one with a command and control structure and the centralized assumption of "primary responsibility" over disaster if the incident reached a vague threshold of size and scope. (Lester and Krejci 2007; Posner 2007; Department of Homeland Security 2008; Takeda and Helms 2006; Waugh 2007; Sadiq et al. 2016 ).
This study queries local emergency management professionals about their beliefs regarding the policies created after the September 11 attacks. Specifically, do the policies created in the wake of the September 11 attacks empower the federal government to take control over actions across the Comprehensive Emergency Management (CEM) "Hazards Cycle" (mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery). Prior to the September 11 attacks, local governments exhibited substantial control over the actions taken during the hazard cycle stages, even when seeking federal or state assistance. Any perceived change to this notion would be a result of the actors ceding control over tasks within the phases of the emergency management process. As a result of the attempt to centralize the process for emergency management operations, as well as prioritizing actions designed to prevent terrorism, the federal government considers all actions during the phases of the "hazard cycle" as something that they have more involvement in, if not the outright direct responsibility to lead. Therefore, local governments would need to recognize the increased importance of, if not direct control by, the federal government over these general stages and the actions undertaken within each stage.
Arguably, changes that the federal government made in the name of standardization without the input and approval of local actors have the potential to limit the effectiveness of resources, like those cooperative networks already in place in most locales, and reduce the ability of local governments to respond to natural or accidental disasters (Neal and Webb 2007; Waugh 2004) . Thus, when local managers attempt to use previously created plans and tools designed to prepare for and respond to incidents in their jurisdiction, they may do so in a manner that does not mesh with federal policy demands.
Furthermore, post-September 11 federal disaster policy requires local governments to spend more money and attention on "preventing" and "protecting" citizens from potential terrorist attacks, which in turn may limit their ability to address hazards and vulnerabilities in their community that have a greater likelihood of occurrence. For example, the circumstances preceding and immediately following Hurricane Katrina highlighted the limitations of the new federal policy's centralized homeland security emphasis throughout all layers of government (Waugh 2007; Neal and Webb 2008) . Differences in organizational priorities like this led to conflicts between agencies within the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) and between actors at all levels of government even prior to Hurricane Katrina, limiting the ability to develop improved emergency management policy and practice (Lehrer 2004; Waugh 2005) .
With federal policy squarely focused on homeland security operations since the September 11 attacks, disaster management experts must ask why local governments play along with the dramatic shift in focus for their organizations, particularly when the need or methods are not clear. While there is an effective, long-established way of preparing for and responding to disasters of all types via Comprehensive Emergency Management (CEM), the effects of and initial responses to natural or accidental disasters and terror events are not entirely congruent.
As Posner (2007) claimed, any lack of coordination between levels of government, as well as the lack of support by those in charge of implementing new policies, creates obstacles making it difficult for local actors to fully comply with the federal government's policy demands. It is important to understand the reasons behind any potential gap in control that differing levels of government foresee during the "hazard cycle" phases. This becomes more significant considering how the tasks and stages are not analogous between homeland security operations and the hazard cycle, particularly because the federal policies claim to favor unity in method to address all types of disastrous incidents. Even if local officials report the implementation of federal policy demands (Scavo et. al 2008;  citation redacted for blind review), they may not fully understand the influence these demands have on local governments' control of different stages and tasks within the hazard cycle. Conversely, local actors' misinterpretation of the federal policy demands could work against the federal governments' efforts towards centralization. Within the language of the National Incident Management System (NIMS), the Incident Command System (ICS), and the National Response Plan (NRP) local actors could perceive certain tasks within the federal or state government's scope of control, while other, perhaps more traditional, functions in emergency management remain under local control.
In other policy fields, the perceived "clarity" of the policy requirements has proven to be the driving force behind local government implementation of federal policy demands (Goggin, et al. 1990; Cline, 2000; Cho et al., 2005 ; citation redacted for blind review). In this case, the lack of clarity regarding who has control over specific tasks at specific times may affect the local department's willingness to cede control to federal actors, even if not doing so works against the policy's ultimate goal of greater centralization and standardization.
Additionally, local emergency management actors may feel pressure from federal policy demands to dedicate additional resources to these activities, particularly if terrorism is not a concern in that jurisdiction in relation to natural or accidental disasters based on a risk assessment. Such influence over local decision making could be considered to be a form of coercion. Coercive federalism is defined by Bowman and Kearney (2016) as a form of federalism in which the national government uses regulations, mandates, and preemptions (among other actions) to impose national priorities on the states. Several authors cite homeland security policy development as a form of coercion favoring the George W. Bush administration's efforts in the "War on Terror" (Posner 2007; Lester and Krejci 2007; Edwards 2007; Bowman and Kearney 2016 ; citation redacted for blind review). In this case, grant funding may be placed at risk if local actors do not comply with federal demands that enhance federal control and the standardization of actions performed. Therefore, this study will test if local actors perceive control over actions in each "hazard cycle" phase as the responsibility of the federal government or themselves. To accomplish this, a model has been developed based on Goggin and his colleagues (1990) "communications model" of policy implementation. The model takes into account the background of local departments as well as the effects of federal policy demands upon the attitudes of local managers with regards to control over the specific phases. It is anticipated that those actors who report a greater amount of experience in, and use of CEM practices within their jurisdiction will be less likely to report federal control over the actions during each phase of the hazard cycle. However, it is also suspected that coercion may play a role as those departments who receive key federal grant funds will not want to risk losing them by not complying, therefore enhancing their likelihood of complying with federal policy demands. Furthermore, the perceived clarity of the policy language is expected to play a role, as actors who report a greater degree of clarity in the federal policy demands will be more likely to comply with those demands, even if it means ceding control over actions during the hazard cycle phases. Altogether, the testing of these assumptions will shine a light upon any potential disparity between federal policy demands for centralization and local actions that stray from this expectation in favor of traditional, locally-controlled methods.
Post-September 11 Policy Changes
Following the events of September 11, 2001 the federal government adopted three key policies that altered the field of emergency management. The Incident Command System (ICS) created a standardized system for command, operations, planning, logistics, and finance. As part of the ICS, all levels of government should coordinate efforts to plan, prioritize, and communicate before, during and after an incident (Department of Homeland Security 2008) . The ICS is a component of the National Incident Management System (NIMS) which seeks greater coordination and a consistent, standardized structure for federal, state, and local officials in disaster response and preparedness (Department of Homeland Security 2008) . NIMS is a component of the National Response Plan, which was the centerpiece legislation that defined how the federal government will get involved throughout the emergency management field. The federal government assumes "primary responsibility" for disaster management when state and local officials exhaust their resources. However, those state and local officials must comply with federal demands even before involving federal officials, so that when the federal officials arrive the communication and resource structure needed is already in place (Department of Homeland Security, 2004; McGuire and Schneck, 2010) . The National Response Framework (NRF) replaced the NRP in 2008 using lessons learned from the Hurricane Katrina disaster in 2005, among other uses of the policy. However, the NRF is not part of this study since the survey went into the field at the time of policy transition.
Comprehensive Emergency Management (CEM)
The use of CEM principles and its all-hazards philosophy has a long history of both theoretical development and practice in the emergency management field (National Governor's Association 1979; Drabek and Hoetmer 1991; McEntire et al. 2002; Haddow 2005; Waugh 2006; Hite 2003) . Traditionally, CEM all-hazards planning bases local actions on a jurisdiction's risk assessment (Nicholson 2007) . CEM also demands that program management coordinate with activities (mutual aid, drills, etc.) so that all elements of disaster management relate to each other and to the efforts of other public, private, and non-profit actors. In doing so, a unified strategy is created to prepare for and respond to all disaster types (Drabek and Hoetmer 1991; McEntire et al. 2002) . Therefore, CEM displays an inherent flexibility that accounts for a community's vulnerability and the actors' ability to handle situations as they arise.
While CEM and the all-hazards method has been called simplistic (Neal 1997) , or ignorant of key social, political, and cultural variables that increase vulnerability when it tended to focus upon only those reactive elements within its bounds, CEM continued to serve as the basis for most public policy and developed theories on proper emergency management protocol before the September 11 th attacks. Within the reform efforts by the federal government, CEM remains supported in practice (McEntire et al. 2002) . For instance, the NRP cites the use of CEM components in creating a uniform method for disaster preparation and response, as well as a system of command and control over all actors in the process (Department of Homeland Security 2008) . The policy language also stresses the importance of the partnerships emphasized in CEM literature.
But, the NRP emphasizes a "bottom-up" model stressing local control and flexibility, it does so using federal "unifying" definitions of priorities, roles, and responsibilities creating a "top-down" method and means for compliance with federal policy demands (Chertoff and Paulison 2008) . The requirements of NIMS force local governments to consider tasks designed to address terrorism within the traditional bureaucratic structure of preparing for and responding to disasters and catastrophes.
Homeland security related tasks involve several traditional CEM methods such as training, communication, and planning, but not all activities related to homeland security are the responsibility of, or related to, emergency management operations. Traditionally, counter-terrorism policies focus on using law enforcement to thwart terror plots before they occur. One main difference between counter-terrorism activity and disaster management is how disaster management organizations share information leading up to, preventing, or responding to possible terrorist attacks, specifically concerning with whom the federal policymakers expect local emergency management operations to remain in contact (such as the FBI, or military versus FEMA or other state organizations).
However, the consequences of natural/accidental disasters and terrorist incidents are not very different, and a jurisdiction can use similar tactics throughout the emergency management cycle when responding to these incidents (Birkland 2008) . For instance, local actors must provide an immediate medical and material response to victims of a tragedy, be it natural, accidental, or intentional. These local actors can create plans determining the basic direction of resources and communications with the public about the situation before/during/after any type of disastrous incident (Perry and Lindell 2003; Henstra 2010 ).
Stages of the Hazard Cycle
CEM practices fall within, though they are not exclusive to, four stages of the hazard cycle: mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery (National Governor's Association 1979; Haddow et al. 2008; Drabek and Hoetmer 1991; McEntire et al. 2002) .
Theorists 
Policy Implementation Theory

First-Generation
Many scholars claim that the focus and strength of research into policy implementation is its ability to examine specific government policies rather than general theoretical insights (Lester and Goggin 1998; deLeon and deLeon 2002; Saetren 2005) .
The field generally points to Pressman and Wildavsky's (1984) is not separate from the policy itself and those who work to support or hinder its progress. Bowen (1982) later expanded upon this, stating the chance of successful implementation is dependent upon a series of "clearance points" when decisions about the future direction of implementation need to be made by those responsible for the program or policy's oversight. These decisions include the specific actors involved and what they will do, the finances for the policy's operation, and associated materials necessary for full implementation of federal policy demands.
However, factors favoring centralization, or a "top-down" methodology, in the field of emergency management may hinder the ability of local officials to respond to or prepare for situations that require immediate solutions. For instance, a qualitative study of Louisiana emergency managers who worked with FEMA in response to Hurricane Katrina concluded that local officials used protocols and methods required by the federal government only when dealing with the federal government. With local and state peers, local departments reverted to long-standing methods for disaster response and recovery (Neal and Webb 2007) . Sobel and Leeson (2006) reaffirmed these findings, citing the slow response to Katrina's effects as a result of a complex system of bureaucratic checkpoints that, when dismissed or altered to the needs of local demand, became increasingly satisfactory to local actors. Such dismissal of federal guidelines only adds to the complex nature of implementation described by Pressman and Wildavsky, particularly when considering the importance of rapid and flexible problem solving measures, which are necessary both prior to and in response to a disaster of any type.
Second-Generation
"Second-generation" implementation research, as created by Goggin and his colleagues (1990) , builds upon its predecessors by defining specific variables present across policy fields that may impact the implementation process. Researchers during this "generation" took two distinctly separate paths. Some focused on the "top-down" or "command and control" method, which was an effort to find a way to best describe how to reach a policy's desired outcome with a focus on the policy's guidelines and definitions for implementation achievement, along with institutional factors that can influence results. At the same time, others focused on developing a "bottom-up" orientation that states successful policy implementation occurs because of the input of those doing the work of implementation, rather than the policy's language itself (deLeon and deLeon 2002; citation redacted for blind review). When studying implementation from the "bottom-up," authors focused their attention on what happens when local officials have the ability to influence the policy directives' specific characteristics. If policy makers obtained their objectives, the authors questioned those directly involved in implementing the policy demands at the local level with regards to specific factors (political and policy related) that spurred them to achieve the goal and if they made any changes to the policy based upon their experience in the field during the implementation process (Sabatier 1986 ).
In attempting to create a model to describe the policy implementation process, Mazmanian and Sabatier (1983) identified three key characteristics that directly impact that process: tractability of the problem, the ability of the statute to structure implementation, and non-statutory variables that affect implementation (Lester and Bowman 1989) . Each of these characteristics have a direct impact upon the stages of the implementation process, including the development of agency output, compliance with said output, the impacts (actual and perceived) of the output, and if any revisions of a statute occur. As defined by the three cited characteristics, this model of policy implementation calculates local actors' understanding of the policy, as well as whether or not they think they need it, to predict the successful implementation of federal statutes.
When considered within this model, local actors remain constrained by federal policy standards.
What remains crucial in both first and second-generation studies is the support of key stakeholders, with particular emphasis upon the implementing agency (Albert et al. 2003) . While these personal and jurisdictional factors are important, they still do not address questions regarding what drives an individual towards supporting a particular policy. The models that each generation developed contain flaws that seem to outweigh their overall benefit when researchers use them as a framework for empirical studies.
Third-Generation
In the "third generation" of policy implementation researchers sought to develop a means to address problems in earlier theories by establishing a predictive value for the federal (top-down) and local (bottom-up) factors related to policy implementation (Cline 2000 ; citation redacted for blind review). So-called "third-generation" policy implementation research stem from the original use of a model developed by Goggin and his colleagues' which attempts to explain how and why state and local governments chose to implement federal policy demands. The "communications model" is based upon an assumption that organizational management issues have direct influence on the implementation and perception of policy (Cline 2000; Cho et al. 2005 ). According to Goggin and his colleagues (1990) , the model creates a means to greater understand relationships in policy implementation, and how relationships matter in as much as directives or decisions that come from a variety of sources at the federal and state/local level (citation redacted for blind review).
The initial study by Goggin and his colleagues (1990) examined federal clean water, hazardous waste, and family planning policies to test the hypotheses and outlet for implementation research, focusing on the "clarity" of the policy requirement as the motivational factor explaining compliance. In their study, policies that had clear-cut language (such as clean water policy) saw higher instances of implementation in an efficient manor, while others that were not as clearly defined or more subject to political turmoil (such as abortion policy) did not experience a great level of compliance (citation redacted for blind review).
The "communications model" itself breaks factors that influence decision making with regards to implementation into three categories: federal inducements/constraints, state and local inducements/constraints, and state and local capacity. Federal constraints include two variables of interest in this study; policy clarity and coercion in the form of losing grant funding for non-compliance. State and local inducements focus upon the actions taken by organizations, while capacity measurements include such things as personnel, financial consideration, and the political environment of the jurisdiction (Goggin et al. 1990 ; citation redacted for blind review).
In emergency management, a recent study by Jensen and Youngs (2014) substantiated the importance of policy clarity in their study of NIMS implementation practices within counties from across the country. But, their results showed that clarity itself was not enough; the managers were more likely to conform with federal policy demands when they thought NIMS was clear and specific, that sanctions were likely, and that capacity building resources were available. A study by (citation redacted for blind review process) further supports the importance of policy clarity in emergency management. In that study, the odds of reported compliance with NIMS and NRP standards increased when respondents to the survey reported greater clarity in policy language.
Coercive Federalism
Coercive federalism deals with efforts made by the federal government to increase its control over a myriad of policies via a series of threats if local jurisdictions do not comply. describe coercive policies as leaving local governments with little-to-no discretion when implementing. These policies could be regulatory or statutory in nature, and involve funded or unfunded mandates ( The study considered control over the specific hazard cycle phases in general, as well as compliance with NIMS and NRP demands for mutual aid and conducting drills, and found only that local experience in preparing for terrorism increased the odds that local actors reported compliance with the federal policy demands. The potential loss of grants that jurisdictions had received in that study did not play a significant role in enhancing the odds of compliance with federal policy demands when implementing, bringing into question the power of coercion in this field.
So while federal policy demands have been reported to be implemented successfully in some locations to researchers, it appears that simply mandating (and indeed coercing) its implementation does not mean it will actually take place. This But, this would mean the goals of the policies (to enhance standardization and centralization) would struggle to be met, in a manner described by Jensen and Waugh (2014) and Jensen and Thompson (2016) .
Methodology
In order to test whether there is a change in how local organizations perceive control over particular actions within each phase of the "hazard cycle" a survey Hypotheses were created based upon the literature review of the field of emergency management as well as from policy implementation and coercive federalism.
These hypotheses focus upon three key factors that were believed to influence the decision of local actors to comply with federal demands. In this case, compliance is defined as reporting federal control over certain tasks within each stage of the hazard cycle to the federal government. The factors believed to influence this decision include the local department's long-term use of CEM practices for terrorism and natural disasters, the receipt of specific grant funds that contained language which threated to limit/cease the money supply to those jurisdictions that did not comply with the federal policy demands (a measurement of coercion), and if the respondents felt the language/requirements of the policy were clear to them (testing policy "clarity" a-la earlier studies in third-generation implementation theory). The following three hypotheses will test the influence of these variables:
Hypothesis A: Respondents whose jurisdiction used CEM principles prior to the September 11 attacks will have greater odds of reporting federal control over specific tasks within each stage of the "hazard cycle".
Hypothesis B:
Respondents who reported the receipt of at least one key grant will have greater odds of reporting federal control over specific tasks within each stage of the "hazard cycle".
Hypothesis C:
Respondents who report a higher degree of "policy clarity" within the federal policy demands will have greater odds of reporting federal control over specific tasks within each stage of the "hazard cycle".
Dependent Variable Measurement
The dependent variables for this study are developed from the assumption that the post-September 11 policies have a greater degree of command and control over the emergency management field. Specifically, these measures focus upon the call for DHS/FEMA to have "primary responsibility" over disaster operations (Takeda and Helms 2006; Lester and Krejci 2007; Posner 2007; Department of Homeland Security 2008 ; citation redacted for blind review). Respondents were asked whom they perceived as in control (federal or local officials) of specific tasks that traditionally are standard practice in CEM, or would be obvious to do when preparing for and responding to catastrophic events. Four tasks within each phase of the "hazard cycle" were considered.
The results of correlation testing led to the combination of each task into joint variables for each stage of the "hazard cycle". In developing index variables, each task within each phase of the "hazard cycle" was added together. Each time federal control was cited by the respondent a value of +1 was given to the index. Each local response garnered a -1 tally for the index. Table 1 lists the tasks considered as part of each phase's index variable. These variables serve as the primary measurement for the dependent variable for perception of control.
INSERT TABLE 1 HERE
In order to comply with federal demands, local actors should recognize the "primary responsibility" aspect tied into these actions should be needed before, during, or after a disaster. Additionally, since the policies require the local governments to conduct activities in a manner that comply with the regulations, actors should be in recognition of the greater role played by the federal government of these operations, at least if they alter what local governments did in the past. If gaps exist, and local governments still see these tasks as their own, then explanation is necessary to determine why local actors do not meet the federal policy demands. This is where testing of the hypotheses related to CEM experience, coercion, and policy clarity come into play.
Independent Variable Measurement -Federal Inducements
The original "communications model" breaks independent variables that influence the decision to meet policy demands into three categories. The first of which is federal level inducements. In this study, inducements are the focus of two hypotheses:
Hypothesis B deals with potential effects from coercion and Hypothesis C focuses on policy "clarity". The metric for coercion is the acceptance of at least one of four grants that included direct threats if jurisdictions did not comply with the NRP, NIMS, and ICS.
These grants of interest are the Flood Mitigation Assistance Program, the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program, the Homeland Security Grant Program, and the National Infrastructure Protection Plan. For the testing of policy clarity, respondents were asked to rate on a likert scale from 0 (completely unclear) to 5 (completely clear) their level of understanding of NIMS and the ICS. As a result of collinearity testing, these metrics were combined into an index term with the results from both policies added together (citation redacted for blind review).
Independent Variable Measurement -Local Inducements
Local inducements per Goggin and his colleagues (1990) delve into the specific characteristics of the organizations, and the actions taken by these organizations. In the case of this study, three metrics of local inducements are considered, two of which are the focus of Hypothesis A (CEM tool usage). The timing of these metrics are significant for this study, since it is believed that greater experience with these inducement variables will influence the actions taken by the local organization. Therefore, all three metrics consider whether or not the jurisdiction undertook these actions prior to the September 11 attacks. The first metric, which is not part of the hypotheses, is the participation in mutual aid agreements by the jurisdiction. This is measured as if the respondent's jurisdiction reported participation in at least one mutual aid agreement. The other metrics focus on the use of other specific CEM "tools" to prepare for and respond to disasters. These tools include participation in a risk assessment, drill, or exercise. In this case, respondents were asked about these actions as they related directly to natural disasters and actions related to terrorism in separate measurements. Not surprisingly, collinearity testing showed that departments who used one of these CEM "tools" within each category were likely to use all of them. Thus, index terms were created for for natural disaster related actions, and another for terror-related actions (citation redacted for blind review). Hypothesis A assumes that those who are more active in using these CEM tools prior to the September 11 attacks are less likely to set their experience aside to mesh with federal expectations, and to cite federal control over said actions.
Independent Variable Measurement -Local Capacity
Metrics related to organizational capacity allow for differences between the size and scope of organizations to play a role in determining the ability of the local organization to comply with federal expectations. Previous studies by Hall (2008) and Honadle (1981) expand upon and help to shape the definition of capacity metrics used by Goggin and his colleagues (1990) to include the organization's financial and manpower resources, its ability to change and influence policy, to develop programs on their own, and to evaluate current activities when planning for the future. In this study, organizational capacity metrics include the type of jurisdiction (municipality or county; the lack of responses from tribal nations precluded them from testing), the population of the jurisdiction (logged), the FEMA geographic region of the jurisdiction, the degree of change to the department's budget and to the full-time equivalency of staff in the organization between the September 11 attacks and the time that the survey went into the field in 2008. All of these factors have to potential to influence the jurisdiction's ability to develop policy, raise funding, and direct the actions taken by the agency in preparing for and responding to all kinds of incidents.
Limitations
As with any survey, it is only as valid as it is understandable by those responding.
The generalizability of results can also be impacted by the response rate to the survey.
Issues with selection bias are overcome by the development of the sampling frame used in the study; local emergency management professionals with readily available contact information (Schonlau et al. 2006) . Additionally, while the survey provided key term definitions, the perception of the respondents to terms such as "compliance" may vary Table 2 illustrates results from ordinal regression testing for each hypothesis in the study. In only one hazard cycle stage, response, is statistical significance found when considering the entire adapted communications model. This lack of statistical significance for that actions taken with three of the four phases of the hazard cycle using the adapted communications model, along with the findings for the stages as a whole, suggests that the hypotheses should be rejected. This is emphasized where model significance was found in the response phase since the use of natural disaster tools is found to have significant odds within the model, but in favor of local control over response actions, not federal (since the odds ratio is less than 1). This suggests local actors are not eschewing their background and experiences if they do not mesh with federal policy demands, and keeping control of tasks that have traditionally been in their domain.
Findings
INSERT TABLE 2 HERE
Looking deeper at each hypothesis we see very limited effects from each when looking at the entire adapted "Communications Model" used in this study. Both coercion (grants) and clarity have no statistically significant effect within the model. With local actors who performed tasks using CEM "tools" before the September 11 attacks driving the model, the findings reiterate the literature that illustrates a divide between the actions of local managers and the desires of federal policy demands (Lehrer 2004; Waugh 2005; Neal and Webb 2007; Waugh 2004; Jensen and Youngs 2014 ; citation redacted for blind review).
To further test the hypothesis, I ran ordinal testing once again, this time focusing on the task within each phase of the hazard cycle that had the greatest level of support for federal control. These tasks include hazard information system development (mitigation phase), lead emergency management efforts (preparedness phase), broadcast actual emergency communications (response phase), and staff disaster assistance centers (recovery phase). Table 3 shows the results in the form of odds ratios and significance for each task.
INSERT TABLE 3 HERE
The results shown in Table 3 partially reiterate the findings of the previous model's testing. This time, the full models for two tasks had statistical significance;
hazard information system development (mitigation phase) and broadcast actual emergency communications (response phase). For the latter, managers who performed CEM tasks to prepare for natural disasters before the September 11 attacks had greater odds of favoring local control over broadcasting actual emergency communications.
However, policy clarity was found to be significant at the .10 level in that model as well, but the odds ratio slightly favors local control as well. This is an interesting finding, since one would believe the language favors centralization and federal control based on the efforts made by the federal government, and earlier research. But, these local actors are reading the policy, claiming it is clear to them, and still favoring local control over what occurs, even if this means the actions are not in compliance with the centralized desires of federal policy demands.
Policy clarity and grant receipts are found to be significant for hazard information system development in the mitigation phase. However, the odds ratios for each variable go in opposing directions. The receipt of grants favors greater federal control over the actions taken for this task, which supports the idea that coercion could matter in local decision making. But, once again the direction of the odds ratio for clarity favors local control over this task. So the respondents seemingly are reading the policies, claiming to support federal control (or doing what they need not to jeopardize grant funding), but still doing their own thing when it matters. This finding is similar to Jensen's (2009; 2011) research that claims the federal government is not closely enforcing NIMS, which leading to a system that is not as standardized as the policy sought to accomplish.
Hypothesis Review
The results of ordinal regression testing suggest that all three hypotheses should be rejected. The overall lack of statistical significance when testing for the perception of control over the indexed tasks in three of four of the hazard cycle phases, and for specific tasks in two phases, suggests that the local actors may not be complying with all aspects of the federal policy demands. Indeed, where there was significance it was favoring local managers continuing on their own path, while perhaps incidentally complying with select federal policy demands along the way. In the statistically significant models, the effects from the use of CEM principles prior to the September 11 attacks (hypothesis A)
suggested that those who performed these tasks for natural disasters favored local control over response actions. This is not surprising, especially in response, where local actors are usually always the first on the scene to deal with problems, and want to retain their own methods to handle these incidents (McEntire et al. 2002; Donahue and Joyce 2001) .
This finding also reiterates the differences between natural disaster and terror-related efforts in emergency management. Perhaps local actors feel as if the federal prescriptions for such actions are not fully aligned with their older compacts or strategies, and use the federal policies in a supplementary role (if not outright ignoring them) when performing these traditional CEM-based tasks.
Furthermore, grant receipts (hypothesis B) had limited statistically significant effect within the models, demonstrating the limited impact coercion has within the field at the time the survey was in the field. Where it was found to be statistically significant, it did suggest the actors favored federal control over one mitigation-related task, hazard information system development. But this effect appears limited to this task, and cannot be generalized to say that the actors were coerced to comply (leading to the full rejection of the hypothesis). Especially considering the same model showed that policy clarity (hypothesis C) was statistically significant as well, but in favor of local control over the tasks. With clarity favoring local control in both instances the model had statistical significance, this hypothesis was also rejected.
Concluding Remarks
These findings show limited effects demonstrating that coercion or policy clarity mattered in the support of federal policy demands for enhanced centralization in the emergency management field. With no perceived threat of enforcement, these actors seem to be acting in an "opportunistic" manner as suggested by Birkland and Waterman (2008) in that they are reporting compliance, but using the materials provided to enhance their own efforts but not relinquish control to federal actors. As (citation redacted for blind review) also suggested, local actors must not be feeling the full effect of coercion in the emergency management field.
It is important to note that since this survey went into the field, the NRP was replaced by the NRF. There have also been several significant natural disasters (such as Hurricane Sandy in 2012) and terror events (such as the San Bernardino massacre in 2015)
on American soil. These policy changes and events have further altered the field of emergency management, and obviously further research is needed to see how emergency management has evolved during the Obama administration with relation to policy implementation theory. Follow-up surveys may produce results that still show disparity between the levels of government, but it is also possible that the NRF and other events may have enhanced centralization efforts in a manner the policies desire. 
